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1: Computing State Legislative Effectiveness Scores
State Legislative Effectiveness Scores (SLES) are weighted averages calculated for individual legislators (i) in each legislative term (t) within each legislative chamber. SLES consider the number of bill’s a legislator (i) introduced (BILL), received action in committee (AIC), received action beyond committee (ABC), passed their chamber (PASS), and became law (LAW) (Bucchianeri et al. 2020, p.6). Each bill is weighted by its overall significance. Commemorative bills are weighed α=1, substantive bills are weighted β=5, and substantive/significant bills are weighed γ = 10.
Finally, this equation is normalized (n/5) across N legislators to ensure SLES takes a mean value of 1 for each chamber (Bucchianeri et al. 2020, p. 6). We z-score the SLES variable to produce a normal distribution with a mean of zero.
SLES for four states appear in the data set post-2003: Massachusetts (2009), Nebraska (2007), Oregon (2007), and Rhode Island (2007). SLES do not exist for Kansas due to insufficient data.
The equation below explains how SLES scores are calculated. For a more detailed description of how legislative effectiveness scores are calculated see Volden & Wiseman (2014), and for more information on state legislative effectiveness scores see Bucchinaeri et al. (2020).
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Note: Equation from Bucchinaeri et al. 2024 (p.6)
2: Descriptive Statistics
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3: Measuring Out During Election 
We leverage the election cycle that LGBTQ lawmakers “come out” (i.e. reveal their LGBTQ identity to voters) as a test of our voter discrimination theory. If voter discrimination drives effective lawmaking, Out LGBTQ lawmakers should be more effective than non-Out LGBTQ law- makers. Said differently, voters should not electorally penalize an LGBTQ lawmaker who has not yet come out. To test whether Out LGBTQ lawmakers are more effective than non-Out LGBTQ lawmakers, we create a novel data set capturing the election year that LGBTQ lawmakers publicly come out. To do this, we use and update Haider-Markel’s (2010) data on LGBTQ state lawmakers. We google search all 262 LGBTQ state lawmakers in our data set and use a variety of resources to determine when the lawmaker came out. We create a new variable “Out During Election” and, given that our data is at the legislator-term level, code the specific term that each LGBTQ lawmaker comes out. If an LGBTQ lawmaker was out in their first election, “Out During Election” is coded 1 for all legislator-term observations. For lawmakers who come out in office, this variable allows us to isolate LGBTQ lawmakers’ effectiveness in the election cycles prior to coming out, and the election cycles after. 

To give a specific example of how our coding scheme operates, we describe our coding decision for State Senator Karen Peterson, an openly lesbian legislator from Delaware. Senator Peterson was elected to the Delaware State Senate in 2002. At the time, she was not publicly out. In 2013, when debating a marriage equality bill, Senator Peterson publicly revealed that she identifies as a Lesbian on the Senate floor. HuffPost published an article the next day titled ”Karen Peterson, Delaware State Senator, Comes Out During Gay Marriage Debate” and the Victory Fund, a PAC that supports LGBTQ candidates, and the Human Rights Campaign tweeted about her floor speech. In this case, all term observations prior to 2013 were coded as “Out During Election = 0”, and all term observations after 2013 were coded as “Out During Election = 1”. 
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We relied on three main sources to determine the election cycle that LGBTQ lawmakers came out: (1) LGBTQ organizations and PACs that endorse LGBTQ candidates, (2) newspapers, and (3) legislator biographies. The Victory Fund is a PAC that endorses and financially supports LGBTQ candidates. They post a profile of each lawmaking they endorse, which often includes information about the lawmaker’s LGBTQ identity and when they came out (particularly if it was after they initially ran for elective office). Newspapers were our most utilized source. We searched for local news articles with two search terms: “LAWMAKERS NAME”, and “CAME OUT”. These often yielded a local news article describing the specific day that the LGBTQ lawmaker publicly came out. Finally, in some cases, LGBTQ lawmakers include information about when they came out in their personal biography (often on the legislature’s website). 






4: Models (In-Text Plots)
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5: Additional Figures 
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[image: ]Figure 5.2: Overtime Trends in % LGBTQ and % Out Lawmakers Across State Legislatures: 1987-2018
















Note: The maps above display the percentage of LGBTQ and Out LGBTQ lawmakers in each state legislature and time period. State legislative effectiveness scores are not available for Kansas, so the percentage of LGBTQ and Out LGBTQ lawmakers are omitted. 













Figure 5.3: Overtime Trends in LGBTQ Lawmakers by Identity Group: 1991-2017
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Figure 5.4: Out LGBTQ Legislators Who Are Not First Time Seat Holders Are Less Effective Lawmakers 
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6: Additional Mechanism Test: Voter Discrimination by Party
We argue that if voter discrimination explains LGBTQ lawmakers’ effectiveness, Republican LGBTQ lawmakers should be more effective than Democratic LGBTQ lawmakers. Existing scholarship suggests that Republican voters electorally penalize LGBTQ candidates more than Democratic voters (Magni and Reynolds 2021). One implication of this finding is that it is likely much more difficult for a Republican LGBTQ candidate to win an election, in part, due to higher voter discrimination. 
To test this, we estimate three OLS regression models with the independent variable being “Out During Election”. The dependent variable in the first model is SLES for Out LGBTQ Republicans. The dependent variable in the second model is SLES for Out LGBTQ Democrats. In the final model, we interact Republican with “Out During Election”, and the dependent variable is SLES for the full sample. 
The results in Table 6.1 suggest that Out Republican lawmakers are more effective (0.824, p< 0.1) than Out Democratic lawmakers (0.363, p< 0.01). The Republican coefficient is 46% larger than the Democratic coefficient. However, when interacting Republican with “Out During Election”, the results are not statistically significant. One challenge with estimating effectiveness by party is the incredibly small number of Out Republican state legislators in our sample. In the first model, where the dependent variable is SLES for Out Republicans, there are only 54 observations. As a result, it is difficult to discern whether the interaction in column 3 is not statistically significant because of the absence of a meaningful relationship or a lack of statistical power. As a result, we interpret these results as suggestive, but they are directionally consistent with our three in-text mechanism tests.
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7: Robustness Checks: Overperformance Beyond Effective Lawmaking
Voter discrimination should lead LGBTQ lawmakers to overperform in various ways, including but not limited to effective lawmaking. To assess the robustness of our findings, we include three additional measures of overperformance: campaign fundraising, committee chair positions, and bill sponsorship on substantive and significant legislation. Examining fundraising data allows us to test whether LGBTQ candidates overperform in their elections. Our measures of committee chairs and substantive and significant bill sponsorship enables us to assess whether LGBTQ lawmakers overperform once in the legislature. If LGBTQ candidates overperform because voter discrimination requires them to be more experienced and qualified to get elected, they should raise more money, be more likely chair committees, and introduce more substantive and significant legislation than non-LGBTQ lawmakers. 
Indeed, this is what we find. Table 7.1 reports the results from a model estimating the relationship between “LGBTQ” and campaign fundraising. We include four different measures of campaign fundraising (Bonica 2023). First, we include a measure that captures the percentage of total contributions raised in a race. For example, if $100,000 was raised by all candidates in the race, and $70,000 was raised by a given lawmaker, that lawmaker’s value for this measure would be 70%. We also calculate the percentage of total contributions from individuals and the percentage of total contributions from PACs in the same way. Finally, we calculate the log of total contributions (raw number rather than percentage). As expected, across all four dependent variables, LGBTQ lawmakers raise more money in their races than non-LGBTQ candidates. 
Tables 7.2 and 7.3 report the relationship between LGBTQ lawmakers and committee chair- ships and bill introductions on substantive and significant legislation. We find that LGBTQ law- makers are more likely to become committee chairs than non-LGBTQ lawmakers. Moreover, LGBTQ lawmakers introduce more bills overall and introduce more substantive and significant bills than non-LGBTQ lawmakers (though they do not introduce more or less commemorative bills than non-LGBTQ lawmakers). Across all three of these robustness tests, the results are consistent: LGBTQ lawmakers outperform non-LGBTQ lawmakers. 
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Table 7.2: LGBTQ Legislators Are More Likely to be Committee Chairs
[image: A white paper with black text

Description automatically generated]






































[image: A table of numbers with text

Description automatically generated]Table 7.3: LGBTQ Legislators Are More Productive Lawmakers






































8: Potential Competing Mechanism: Is it selection or survival? 
Our theory posits that voter discrimination results in only the most qualified and experienced LGBTQ candidates winning elections. As a result, LGBTQ lawmakers will be more effective than non-LGBTQ lawmakers. We refer to this mechanism as “selection.” A competing explanation that could explain our results is that LGBTQ legislators may combat discrimination from voters in their upcoming election cycle (t + 1) by engaging in effective lawmaking in legislative term, t, a mechanism we refer to as “survival.” To disentangle these potential explanatory mechanisms, we regress a lawmaker’s SLES onto their upcoming vote share. If lawmakers engage in effective lawmaking to win votes in their upcoming election (i.e., survival), effective lawmakers should have a higher vote share than less effective lawmakers. As shown in Table 8.1, this modeling strategy renders results that suggest lawmakers’ effectiveness is unrelated to their leading vote share. Legislators’ effectiveness is also unrelated to the vote share in their upcoming election when we model LGBTQ and non-LGBTQ lawmakers separately. As a result, this suggests that survival is likely not the mechanism explaining our findings. 












Table 8.1: LGBTQ Legislators’ Effectiveness Does Not Predict Vote Share in the Following Election
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9: Transformation of the Dependent Variable 
The distribution of SLES is skewed rightward, indicating numerous outliers at the upper end of the distribution. Given that outliers could bias our findings, we normalize the dependent variable by z-scoring SLES. Figure 9.1 displays a histogram of both the SLES variable and the transformed z-scored SLES. To guard against the possibility of outliers misrepresenting our specified model, we run all our analyses using the original SLES variable and a z-scored transformation of the SLES variable. As the tables in section five of the appendix show, our findings are not sensitive to the transformed dependent variable. We choose to report results of our regressions using the normalized SLES variable in-text. 
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Table 9.2: Transformation of the Dependent Variable: LGBTQ Legislators Are More
Effective Lawmakers
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Table 9.3: Transformation of the Dependent Variable: Out Legislators Are More Effective Lawmakers
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Karen Peterson, Delaware State Senator,
Comes Out During Gay Marriage Debate

State Senator Comes Out During Gay Marriage Debate: Report

e By Paige Lavender

GOODBYE.
CROWDED.
INVENTORY.

Democrat Karen Peterson, a state senator in Delaware, came out as gay on Tuesday during l

debate on a bill to legalize same-sex marriage.





